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JOURNAL OF RESPONSE TO WRITING

Editor’s Introduction

Dana R. Ferris
University of California, Davis

W

elcome to the second issue of the Journal of Response to
Writing! We are delighted with the warm response to this
new journal and to our first issue, of which we are very proud.
Thanks again to the authors who shared their work with us and to our
Editorial Advisory Board.
In this second issue, we have three new articles—one research article,
one teaching article, and an action research report—and a book review.
We are pleased with how the articles in the second issue cover a range
of response topics—from corrective feedback on language errors to a
technique for helping students to take ownership over their own revision
effort to an approach designed to facilitate more collaboration between
writer and reader in feedback. These articles reflect not only a range of
topics but also illustrate the diversity of genres and research methods we
would like to feature in this journal.
The first article, written by K. James Hartshorn and Norman W. Evans,
“The Effects of Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback: A 30-Week Study,”
presents new research on a fascinating technique, Dynamic Written
Corrective Feedback (DWCF), which has emerged as a pedagogical
innovation and research interest over the past few years. As Hartshorn and
Ferris, Dana R. (2015). “Editor Introduction.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 1–5.

2 • Dana R. Ferris

Evans explain in this paper, DWCF was developed from both the findings
of the larger research base on written corrective feedback (WCF) and from
skill acquisition theory in second language acquisition. In the DWCF
model, learners write short in-class texts on a regular (almost daily) basis,
receive immediate (at the next class) coded feedback, and then chart their
error patterns and self-edit their texts. As the authors explain here and in
their earlier work (e.g., Evans et al., 2010; Hartshorn et al., 2010), DWCF
differs from traditional process writing models of composition instruction
in that the writing/feedback loop is frequent, manageable, individualized,
and meaningful.
In this paper, the authors present findings from a 30-week (twosemester) study in which one group of learners (second language writers in
an intensive English program in the U.S.) took an adjunct DWCF class, and
a control group took a traditional grammar class; both groups at the same
time completed separate process-oriented writing classes. The findings
clearly demonstrate that the treatment (DWCF) group outperformed the
control in linguistic accuracy at the end of 30 weeks, while both groups’
rhetorical effectiveness, fluency, and lexical complexity improved over the
study period. In short, DWCF accomplished its purpose (to help learners
make progress in accuracy/reducing errors) while not detracting from
their progress in other important writing skills. This study therefore adds
further support to the small but growing research base suggesting that
DWCF is an effective pedagogical approach for student writers.
In the second article, “Revising by Numbers: Promoting Student
Revision Through Accumulated Points,” Mark McBeth describes how he
encourages student autonomy through a points-based system that rewards
students for their efforts in meaningful revisions of their texts. McBeth
begins by articulating a problem: His students arrive in college already
convinced that they are bad writers. He combats that by teaching them
about revision, telling them “that until they have invested in the rigors
of a revision-based writing course, they could no more logically claim
themselves as bad writers than they could announce themselves bad
chefs if they had never practiced culinary techniques or bad athletes had
they never faithfully trained in sporting activities.” Since revising one’s
own writing is hard and no one is born knowing how to do so effectively,
Ferris, Dana R. (2015). “Editor Introduction.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 1–5.
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students will resist engaging in the revision process meaningfully—which is
why incentivizing (through grade points) engaged, conscientious revision
is an effective way to convince students that the time and effort spent on
revision is the only way of producing writing they are pleased with. Seeing
is believing.
The bulk of McBeth’s teaching article is devoted to description, with
helpful visuals, of his approach—how points are earned/accrued for various
assignments and how his feedback to evolving student texts is affected by
the grading scheme. He also provides useful contrasts between his own
system and the more traditional grading scheme used in writing classes,
explaining how his course structure makes rewards (or lack thereof) for
student effort and attention transparent. He concludes by providing some
quotations from student portfolio letters in which they explain that despite
some initial frustration with how much was demanded of them, they now
realize what it takes to be a “good writer,” a lesson that will serve them well
going forward. McBeth’s paper provides both a thoughtful and engaging
rationale for his approach and a clear, practical description of how to
implement it. This article should give writing teachers food for thought
and ideas for immediate application.
Our third article, also a teaching piece that focuses on student revision,
is by Elena Shvidko and entitled “Beyond ‘Giver-Receiver’ Relationships:
Facilitating an Interactive Revision Process.” Shvidko describes a “Letter
to the Reviewer” assignment, submitted by students along with their drafts
of their paper, in which students identify strengths and weaknesses of the
text-in-progress and ask the reviewer questions about which they would
like feedback. Shvidko notes the symbiotic relationship between effective
feedback processes and student reflection: “writing teachers should not
only strive at providing useful feedback, but they should also teach students
to efficiently respond to this feedback.” She argues that assignments such
as the Letter to the Reviewer promote metacognition, which has been
demonstrated to benefit student writing/writers, and they improve the
feedback-and-revision cycle, making feedback a two-way collaborative
interaction rather than the more typical unidirectional (teacher→student)
exchange.

Ferris, Dana R. (2015). “Editor Introduction.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 1–5.
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Shvidko then reports on a small action research study she conducted
with her two first-year composition classes in the U.S., in which she
implemented the Letter to the Reviewer (adapted from Sommers, 2013)
with her students. Students wrote Letters to the Reviewer before receiving
peer or teacher feedback on their drafts. Students were given clear prompts
for these letters, and the letter technique was modeled (examples are given
in the article).
Shvidko discusses themes from the student data she collected (the
letters themselves and student comments on course evaluations) along
with her own reflections and observations as the classroom teacher. She
reports many clear benefits to the technique that she could identify—from
improved student motivation to students being better prepared for teacherstudent conferences among others—and encourages other teachers to
try the approach. As with McBeth’s paper, Shvidko provides such a clear
description of how she implemented the technique that other teachers
could easily apply or adapt it to their own contexts.
Our final piece in this issue is a book review by Kendon Kurzer,
discussing a recently published edited collection on peer review, Peer
Pressure, Peer Power: Theory and Practice in Peer Review and Response for
the Writing Classroom (Corbett, LaFrance, & Decker, Eds., 2014). There
has not been much new research and scholarship produced in recent years
on this ubiquitous response practice, so we are delighted to inform our
readers about this new contribution to the literature.
We hope you enjoy this issue, and we encourage readers to share
the journal with colleagues and students and to submit papers for our
Vol. II (2016) issues!

Ferris, Dana R. (2015). “Editor Introduction.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 1–5.
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The Effects of Dynamic Written Corrective
Feedback: A 30-Week Study
K. James Hartshorn
Brigham Young University
Norman W. Evans
Brigham Young University
This study addresses several challenges in written corrective feedback
(WCF) research. First, scholars have expressed concerns that although
studies of focused WCF may benefit some classrooms and may help advance
second language acquisition theory, they may not represent ecologically
valid methods where comprehensive feedback may be more appropriate.
Second, many focused WCF studies only report on learner performance
within a narrow list of linguistic features, making it impossible for others
to determine any secondary benefits or detriments of the treatment. Finally,
many research studies of WCF have been of limited duration, making it
difficult to identify longer-term effects of various WCF methods. Therefore,
this study is an attempt to address these issues by examining the effects of
dynamic WCF over a 30-week period. In addition to analyzing linguistic
accuracy, this study examined the effects of dynamic WCF on rhetorical
appropriateness, fluency, complexity, and vocabulary development over a 30week period. While improvements in linguistic accuracy were observed for
the treatment group when compared to a control group, no other differences
were found. Implications for pedagogy and future research are discussed.
Keywords: Dynamic Written Corrective feedback (WCF), L2 writing,
comprehensive feedback
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D

ynamic written corrective feedback (WCF) was developed as
an instructional strategy that targets grammatical, lexical, and
mechanical errors and was designed to improve second language
(L2) writing for those learners whose academic or professional aspirations
demand a high level of linguistic accuracy (e.g., Evans, Hartshorn,
McCollum, & Wolfersberger, 2010; Hartshorn et al., 2010). Skill acquisition
theory (e.g., DeKeyser, 2001, 2007) shapes the theoretical framework for
dynamic WCF, particularly in its claim that practice and feedback need
to be abundant in order to facilitate greater automatization. Though many
who research WCF continue to advocate for “focused feedback,” or limiting
the number or type of errors to be targeted, some have questioned the
ecological validity of such approaches for many classroom contexts (e.g.,
Storch, 2010), especially since only a few error types have been examined
in the literature on focused feedback. Previous studies of dynamic WCF
have demonstrated improved accuracy over a 15-week semester when
compared to a traditional process writing course (e.g., Evans, Hartshorn,
& Strong-Krause, 2011; Hartshorn et al., 2010; Hartshorn & Evans, 2012).
Nevertheless, many students need to improve both the linguistic accuracy
and the rhetorical appropriateness of what they write. Moreover, there is a
need for more longitudinal data if we are to understand the enduring effects
of WCF (e.g., Bitchener & Knoch, 2010). Therefore, the aim of this study
was to gather data beyond a single semester to determine the longer-term
effects of dynamic WCF within an ecologically valid classroom context.

Review of Literature
Though researchers have examined WCF in L2 writing for the better
part of a half-century, publications on this topic have proliferated over
the past few decades. Some of the central questions have also evolved.
For example, the question of whether or not practitioners should provide
WCF in L2 writing contexts (e.g., Truscott, 1996, 2007) has largely given
way to efforts to identify the most effective ways to provide WCF. Much
of the literature has examined the potential benefits of various types of
WCF including what has been called direct and indirect and focused or
unfocused WCF. Some scholars have tried to identify potential benefits of
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direct feedback where corrections are edited into the writing sample. This
is in contrast to indirect feedback where the reader marks the location of
the errors without providing the correction, so the writers can experience
the cognitive benefits of making the correction. Researchers have also
differentiated between indirect feedback that is coded where a symbol
conveys metalinguistic information about the specific error types and
feedback that is uncoded where errors are identified through some type of
marking such as circling or underlining (e.g., Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb,
Ross, & Shortreed, 1986).
Direct Versus Indirect Corrective Feedback
With conflicting results, the specific effects of direct and indirect
feedback remain unclear. While some studies suggest that direct WCF
may be more beneficial in particular contexts (e.g., Bitchener & Knoch,
2010; Chandler, 2003; Farrokhi & Sattarpour, 2012; Hashemnezhad
& Mohammadnejad, 2012; Van Beuningen, DeJong, & Kuikin, 2012),
others provide evidence that indirect feedback may be more effective,
whether coded (e.g., Ahmadi-Azad, 2014; Erel & Bulet, 2007; Ferris, 2006;
Lalande, 1982) or uncoded (e.g., Lu, 2010). Still other studies, however,
have observed no differences across various types of direct and indirect
feedback (Bitchener & Knoch, 2009a; Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Robb, Ross,
& Shortreed, 1986; Semke, 1984), though many such studies have shown
the benefits of some form of WCF over control groups not provided with
feedback. Additional study is needed if we hope to be able to generalize
about the effects of direct and indirect feedback in various contexts.
Focused Versus Comprehensive Corrective Feedback
Another distinction often made in the literature is between what
has been called focused and unfocused, or comprehensive, feedback.1
While focused feedback targets one or a small number of error types,
comprehensive feedback targets many or all errors within the writing
sample. Most researchers of L2 writing continue to prefer focused
feedback over comprehensive feedback because too much feedback can be
unmanageable for both the teacher to provide and the learner to process
(e.g., Bitchener, 2008; Bitchener & Knoch, 2009a, 2009b; Bitchener, Young,
& Cameron, 2005; Ellis, Sheen, Murakami, & Takashima, 2008; Ferris,
Hartshorn, K. James, and Norman W. Evans. (2015). “The Effects of Dynamic Written
Corrective Feedback: A 30-Week Study.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 6–34.
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2006; Sheen, 2007; Sheen, Wright, & Moldawa, 2009). Nevertheless, other
scholars have questioned the ecological validity of focused feedback where
a more comprehensive approach may be needed (e.g., Bruton, 2009, 2010;
Storch, 2010; Van Beuningen, 2010). Van Beuningen (2010) has argued
that comprehensive WCF is more authentic for many classroom contexts
and that “the learning potential of comprehensive WCF deserves more
attention” (p. 19). Ellis et al. (2008) have also suggested that “the question
of the extent to which WCF needs to be focused in order to be effective
remains an important one” and determined “if [WCF] is effective when it
addresses a number of different errors, it would be advantageous to adopt
this approach” (p. 367).
While many scholars continue to recommend focused feedback, some
such as Ferris (2010) have raised concerns over the “strict limits on the
number of errors” being studied and the “narrowly defined error categories”
(p. 192). Most of these studies have limited their focus to the English article
system and English past tense verbs. Accordingly, Storch (2010) and Van
Beuningen (2010), for example, have expressed apprehension regarding
efforts to generalize about the effectiveness of corrective feedback when
many of the available studies are based on so few linguistic features. Thus,
scholars such as Bitchener (2009) have affirmed the need for researchers to
study a wider array of types of feedback.
Some studies have shown comprehensive feedback to be an effective
way to facilitate greater accuracy in L2 writing (e.g., Van Beuningen et al.,
2012). Other studies provide evidence to suggest that focused WCF may be
more effective (e.g., Sheen et al., 2009; Sun, 2013). Still additional studies
have found that both focused and comprehensive WCF facilitate improved
accuracy without observing a substantive difference between the two types
of corrective feedback (CF; Ellis et al., 2008; Hamlin, 2013; Saeb, 2014).
One reason results continue to be inconsistent may be due to a range
of confounding variables that are not well controlled. Evans, Hartshorn,
McCollum, et al. (2010) hypothesized three categories of variables believed
to account for all development in L2 writing accuracy. These include
learner variables, situational variables, and methodological variables.
Learner variables include L1 background, goals and motivation, L2
proficiency, learning style, and so on. A number of scholars have identified
Hartshorn, K. James, and Norman W. Evans. (2015). “The Effects of Dynamic Written
Corrective Feedback: A 30-Week Study.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 6–34.
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the role individual learner differences may play in the efficacy of CF (e.g.,
Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Evans et al., 2010; Guénette, 2007). Bitchener
and Ferris (2012) have noted that “one of the most glaring gaps in the
written CF research base to date has been the lack of consideration of
individual student differences—in L1, in L2 education, in L1/L2 literacy, in
motivation, learning style, personality and so forth” (p. 118).
Among other important learner variables, the proficiency of the
student could potentially have a substantial impact on how well the learner
can process and apply feedback. Bitchener and Ferris (2012) point out that
lower-proficiency learners may become overwhelmed more readily than
higher-proficiency learners and that the higher-proficiency learners may
have greater metalinguistic knowledge to better process certain types of
feedback. As of yet, we have no standardized methods for identifying and
measuring many learner differences. While some of these variables may be
fairly straightforward, such as L1 and L2 proficiency, others may be much
more difficult to systematize, such as motivation, learning preferences,
personality, and so forth.
While learner variables may be the most important consideration
under ideal circumstances, other variables could also have a tremendous
impact on language development. Situational variables could include the
teacher and the physical environment as well as prevailing social, political,
or economic conditions shaping the teaching and learning context.
Methodological variables could include the instructional design, what
is taught, and how it is taught. In addition to the results of studies being
inconsistent due to differences associated with uncontrolled learner and
situational variables, we argue that the method of teaching and learning
is also of great importance (e.g., Hartshorn, Evans, & Tuioti, 2014). Even
highly intelligent and motivated learners need effective instruction,
practice, and feedback in order to maximize their learning.
Dynamic WCF and Skill Acquisition Theory
Dynamic WCF was designed specifically as an instructional strategy
to improve the linguistic accuracy of L2 writing and is based on principles
from skill acquisition theory as well as from pedagogical practice and
observation. Early researchers into the study and theorizing of skill
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acquisition include Anderson (1983), who differentiated declarative
knowledge (what one knows) from procedural knowledge (what one
can do), and McLaughlin, Rossman, and McLeod (1983), who described
cognitive processing becoming more automatic and less of a strain on
learner attention. The theory predicts that errors will decline as abundant
instruction, practice, and feedback increase (DeKeyser, 2001, 2007), thus
allowing the learner to move through stages of declarative knowledge and
procedural knowledge toward automatization.
Skill acquisition theory is not without limitations that prevent it from
becoming a fully viable theory of L2 language development. For example,
it does not account for acquisition orders of various linguistic features
that do not seem to coincide with language practice. Second, it does not
explicitly account for the possibility that some L2 features may not begin
with declarative knowledge (Tavakoli, 2013). Despite these limitations,
however, skill acquisition theory’s emphasis on abundant practice and
feedback has been extremely helpful in accounting for important aspects
of language development.
Our attempt to operationalize skill acquisition theory is dynamic
WCF. With this strategy, writing tasks and feedback are intended to be
meaningful, manageable, timely, and constant. In addition to supporting the
ideas behind skill acquisition, these principles are consistent with findings
from neuroscience. For example, researchers have shown the importance
of making instruction, practice, and feedback meaningful and that
meaningfulness is the most important criterion the brain uses to determine
what material becomes encoded into long-term memory (Devlin, 2010;
Schoenfeld, 1988; Sousa, 2010). Other research in neuroscience has shown
the need for corrective feedback to be as immediate as possible in order
to maximize the benefits of the chemical processes that underlie learning
(Willis, 2010).
At the same time, writing practice and feedback must also be
manageable in order to ensure that it continues to be meaningful, timely,
and constant. Problems with manageability and the limited attentional
capacity of learners have led many researchers and practitioners to utilize
focused WCF rather than comprehensive feedback. However, we concur
with Van Beuningen (2010), who suggested that comprehensive feedback
Hartshorn, K. James, and Norman W. Evans. (2015). “The Effects of Dynamic Written
Corrective Feedback: A 30-Week Study.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 6–34.
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is more authentic and useful for the classroom, and we agree with Ellis et
al. (2008), who suggested that comprehensive feedback would be a better
method for feedback if we could learn to use it effectively (see also Bruton
2009, 2010; Storch, 2010).
In order to make comprehensive WCF manageable, we have
operationalized these principles such that learners write a 10-minute
paragraph on a near-daily basis and receive detailed feedback in the form
of coded symbols on all linguistic errors the following class period.
While feedback on broader rhetorical features may not be feasible with
such short writing samples, this length seems quite adequate for addressing
linguistic accuracy in a manageable way. Because evidence is inconclusive
whether direct or indirect feedback is better, we have chosen to use indirect
feedback (coded symbols2 containing metalinguistic information) for two
reasons: first, we believe that the learner with adequate linguistic knowledge
will benefit from the cognitive engagement needed to correct the errors,
and second, the coded symbols make it easy to track the frequency of
particular error types for the benefit of the teacher and the students.
Tracking the types of errors students make can inform learners of those
linguistic features that are the most challenging for them as individuals.
In aggregate, this information can also ensure that classroom instruction
is focused on what is needed the most. Students use this feedback to
rewrite the paragraph until it is free of errors. Tally sheets (a listing of error
frequencies by type for each paragraph), error lists (an ongoing record of
all errors along with their surrounding context), and edit logs (a record of
how many edits were needed until the writing was deemed “error free”)
help students to notice the language they produce (for more details about
dynamic WCF, see Evans et al., 2010, 2011; Hartshorn & Evans, 2012;
Hartshorn et al., 2010).
Studies of Dynamic WCF
Most studies testing the efficacy of dynamic WCF have generated
positive results. In Hartshorn et al. (2010), a group of advanced-low
to advanced-mid ESL learners in an intensive English program (IEP)
who participated in a 15-week course utilizing dynamic WCF made
statistically significant improvements in the linguistic accuracy of their
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writing, though no significant differences were observed between the
treatment and control group for rhetorical competence, writing fluency,
and writing complexity. In another publication, analyses demonstrated
that no significant differences were found between the treatment group
and the control group for use of count and non-count nouns, singular and
plural, and verb construction (i.e., subject-verb agreement and verb tense).
Nevertheless, statistically significant improvements were observed for
determiner accuracy, semantic accuracy,3 and lexical accuracy (Hartshorn
& Evans, 2012).
Additional studies examined learners in a variety of different contexts.
For example, Evans et al. (2011) studied matriculated university students
in an ESL context. Though the proficiency level of this group of students
was somewhat higher than the students in the IEP study, the results were
very similar. While dynamic WCF had a large effect on improved linguistic
accuracy for the treatment group, no significant differences were observed
between the treatment and control groups for fluency and complexity.
Akiyama and Fleshler (2013) also tested the effects of dynamic WCF in
a Japanese as a second language context with first-year students. This was a
substantial departure from the higher-proficiency levels studied previously.
Nevertheless, they observed significantly greater grammatical accuracy
from the treatment group in choice of particles and the construction of
predicates when compared to a control group. When evaluating dynamic
WCF, the treatment group used descriptions such as “helpful,” “efficient,”
“systematic,” and “objective” (p. 59). Though comments were predominantly
positive, the most prevalent challenge for students was in the use of their
error codes (i.e., not understanding what the error was nor how to fix it).
This may have been the result of their lower proficiency.
Lee (2009) also conducted a study of dynamic WCF in an intensive
program, though there were two differences from the previous IEP study.
First, the proficiency of the learners was intermediate-high (i.e., lower than
the target proficiency used in the earlier study). Second, in addition to the
treatment, both experimental groups participated in traditional process
writing classes. The dynamic WCF in Lee’s study, however, replaced the
grammar class for the treatment group while the control group participated
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in a traditional grammar class. In the previous IEP study, dynamic WCF
only replaced the process writing class.
This adjustment in the research design was motivated by the belief
that this curricular configuration might be more ecologically valid (i.e.,
students need both rhetorically focused instruction and practice as well as
instruction and practice that emphasizes linguistic accuracy). In her study,
Lee (2009) found that although the treatment group slightly outperformed
the control group for linguistic accuracy in their writing, the difference was
not statistically significant. However, similar to the findings from Akiyama
and Fleshler (2013), she found that students greatly favored the dynamic
WCF over the exercises and activities associated with traditional grammar
instruction.
There could be a number of possible reasons for the comparable
increases in linguistic accuracy observed for both groups in Lee’s (2009)
study. First, this could be associated with the fact that the regimen for both
groups included both writing practice and a focus on form. It also could
be related to the slightly lower proficiency level and that the treatment
group may not have been able to process or benefit from the feedback in
the same way higher-proficiency students had. Another possibility could
be simply that the study was not long enough. Though the higher gains in
linguistic accuracy observed for the treatment group were not significant
over the course of one semester, one might well ask if the outcome would
be different over a longer experimental period.

Research Questions
In addition to the need for more longitudinal data, research in WCF
needs to be more complete in what is reported. Many publications studying
focused feedback only tell a small part of the story. For example, if a study is
limited to English articles or past tense verbs, such studies should not only
report on learner performance of these specific features but also provide
as much additional detail about other aspects of learner performance
as possible. We need to understand whether gains in one aspect of
writing come at the cost of another aspect of writing. Some of the most
fundamental features of linguistic development that should be provided
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to help contextualize accuracy could include rhetorical appropriateness,
fluency, complexity, and lexical development (e.g., Skehan, 2009; Skehan &
Foster, 2008). With these considerations in mind, we formed the following
research questions:
1. What are the longitudinal effects on linguistic accuracy from the
combination of a traditional process writing course and either a course
emphasizing dynamic WCF or a traditional grammar course?
2. What are the treatment effects on (a) fluency, (b) complexity, and (c)
lexical development?

Method
In order to answer these research questions, this study used a mixed
model analysis of variance based on a pretest and posttest design after
30 weeks of instruction. This section will briefly address the measures of
writing development used in this study, the participants, the procedures,
and our reliability estimates.
Measures of Writing Development
For the purposes of this study, linguistic accuracy was defined in terms
of the error-free clause ratio as recommended by Evans, Hartshorn, Cox,
and Martin de Jel (2014). This was operationalized as the number of errorfree clauses divided by the total number of clauses in a sample of writing.
Error-free clauses were defined as those without grammatical, lexical, or
mechanical errors.
Rhetorical appropriateness was defined with a modified version of
the iBT rubric used previously by Hartshorn et al. (2010), which includes
six separate levels (0–5). However, preliminary practice with the rubric
revealed a potential concern. While the rubric functioned well in the
original IEP study, longitudinal data at this proficiency range resulted in
an excessive number of writing samples pooling in the middle of the rubric
(i.e., ETS Level 3, see Appendix). Therefore, to improve the functional
capacity of the rubric to differentiate writing samples, raters were asked to
subdivide Level 3 of the rubric into high, mid, and low ratings. Additional
practice suggested that this adjustment to eight levels (0–7) allowed the
rubric to function better without disrupting the consistency of the raters.
Hartshorn, K. James, and Norman W. Evans. (2015). “The Effects of Dynamic Written
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The remaining linguistic features included fluency, complexity, and
lexical development. Fluency was defined as the tokens (i.e., total number
of words) produced within the 30 minutes allocated for the writing
task. Though the treatment used 10-minute paragraphs to ensure the
manageability of the feedback, 30-minute essays were used for the preand posttests (the same as previous studies of dynamic WCF) because the
intent was to see the effects of the treatment on writing tasks that were
more rhetorically complex. Complexity was defined in two ways: the first
was the mean length of T-unit (MLTU), calculated as the total number of
words divided by the total number of T-units in a writing sample; and the
second type of complexity was the clause to T-unit ratio, calculated as the
total number of clauses divided by the total number of T-units.
Additional measures of lexical development were also considered,
including the first and second thousand most frequent words which
make up the general service list (GSL; West, 1953), vocabulary from the
Academic Word List (AWL; Coxhead, 2000), words not included in the
GSL or AWL (off-list words), types (i.e., the number of different words in
the text), the type-token ratio, lexical density (i.e., the number of content
words over the total number of words), token-family4 ratio, and the typefamily ratio.
These results were easily determined through computational analysis of
each writing sample. However, we recognized that misspelled words would
automatically be considered “off list” and had the potential to distort the
results. Therefore, raters were asked to carefully evaluate each misspelled
word and correct the misspelling before running the analysis if they felt
highly confident that they knew what word the author intended. If raters
were unsure of the intended word, they were asked to delete the word prior
to the analysis. While we recognized that this approach could influence the
results, we believed that it was the best way to minimize distortion in the
lexical analyses.
Participants
The writing of 27 learners was examined in this study including 15
from the treatment group and 12 from the control group. All of these
learners were enrolled in the same intensive English program in the United
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States. Also, through a battery of placement tests, each student had been
placed into the same intermediate proficiency level, approximately 47–63
on the internet-based Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL
iBT) or 4 on the International English Language Testing System (IELTS).
Because the attrition rate was high, a second cohort of students was added
to the control group with the new students beginning the same courses one
semester after the original group. Despite these efforts to have equally sized
treatment and control groups, after 30 weeks the two control subgroups
only produced data for six learners each, making a total of 12 students in
all for the control group.
Pretest results were analyzed to help determine whether these
groupings would be adequate. The pretest was the same for all of the 27
students. With program teachers and administrators as their audience,
students were invited to use narrative and persuasive argumentation to
respond to the prompt, What makes a good teacher? Talk about a teacher you
have had that was good and explain why. Students were given 30 minutes
to complete the task. Two t-tests were conducted to help determine the
comparability of the writing accuracy from students in these groups. The
first test compared the two control subgroups using error-free clause ratios
(EFCR). We found no statistically significant difference in EFCR between
control subgroup 1 (n = 6, M = .170, SD = .108) and control subgroup 2
(n = 6, M = .142, SD = .133) at the pretest, t(10) = .408, p = .692. Nor did
we find a statistically significant difference between the treatment group
(n = 15, M = .215, SD = .124) and the composite control group (n = 12,
M = .156, SD = 116) at the pretest, t(25) = -1.27, p = .215. Because samples
were small, these results were interpreted very cautiously. Nevertheless, we
proceeded with the assumption that combining the two control subgroups
might be acceptable if subsequent analyses supported the comparability of
these groups.
The treatment and control groups were similar in many respects. For
example, the mean age of students in the treatment group was 25 years
and 10 months while the mean age of students in the control group was 24
years and 7 months. The gender and L1 backgrounds of the learners from
each group are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1
L1 and Gender of Learners in the Experimental Groups
Experimental groups
Native
language
French
German
Japanese
Korean
Mandarin
Portuguese
Romanian
Russian
Spanish
Totals

Male
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
1
2
5

Treatment
Female
1
1
2
2
0
0
0
1
3
10

Total
1
1
2
3
0
1
0
2
5
15

Male
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
2

Control
Female
0
0
0
1
0
1
1
1
6
10

	
  

Total
0
0
0
2
1
1
1
1
6
12

Procedures
The treatment and control. Learners in the treatment and control
groups participated in four IEP courses four days per week, Monday
through Thursday. On Fridays, students in both groups took a number
of tests or quizzes relating to their coursework. Four times during each
semester, learners in both groups wrote a timed essay like the one used
for the pre- and posttests. In three of the four class periods teachers
followed the same curriculum for classes emphasizing reading, writing,
listening, and speaking. The fourth class period was dedicated to either the
treatment or the control (see Table 2). The treatment consisted of linguistic
accuracy instruction, writing practice, and the provision of dynamic WCF,
as described previously, while the control group consisted of a traditional
grammar class.
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Table 2
Curricular Regimens for the Experimental Groups

Course emphases
Reading
Writing
Listening & speaking
Control/treatment
Totals

Experimental groups
Control group
Treatment group
Class time
Homework
Class time
Homework
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
4 hrs 20 min
2 hrs
17 hrs 20 min
8 hrs
17 hrs 20 min
8 hrs

	
  

The teachers of the grammar classes focused on form, meaning, and
use and expended great effort to ensure that explanations were clear and
accessible. They also provided students with extensive opportunities to
practice through the use of written exercises and various communicative
activities. They utilized a popular text that included content such as
tense and aspect, adverbial phrases and clauses, passives, intensifiers,
complements, comparatives, connectors, relative clauses, hypothetical
statements, articles, possessives, and so on. In addition, some activities
provided students with the opportunity to integrate the grammar they
were learning in various reading, writing, listening, and speaking tasks.
Data elicitation. As described previously, the same pretest was used
for all of the students in this study with no significant differences between
the treatment and control groups. Nevertheless, in following the IEP’s
procedure for ensuring test security, prompts were rotated and only half
of the control group had the same prompts after 15 weeks and after 30
weeks of instruction. The second half of the control group responded to
different prompts as outlined in Table 3. This was a concern because the
nature of a prompt may influence the quality of what the learner produces
(e.g., Evans et al., 2014; Oliver, 1995; Way, Joiner, & Seaman, 2000). An
additional t-test was conducted, which compared the two control groups
on error-free clause ratios after 30 weeks. The test showed no significant
difference between the two control subgroups, t(10) = -.085, p = .934.
Again, we interpreted these results cautiously due to the small samples.
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Table 3
Pretest and Posttest Prompts
Occasion

Treatment & control sub group 1

Control subgroup 2

Pretest
prompts

What makes a good teacher? Talk
about a teacher you have had that
was good and explain why.

What makes a good teacher? Talk
about a teacher you have had that
was good and explain why.

Prompts at
30 weeks

In your opinion, what is the most
important characteristic (for
example, honesty, intelligence, a
sense of humor) that a person can
have to be successful in life? Use
specific reasons and examples
from your experience to explain
your answer.

In general, people are living
longer now. Discuss the causes of
this phenomenon. Use specific
reasons and details to develop
your essay.

	
  

Rating. Two veteran writing teachers with relevant graduate degrees
were trained as raters for this study. They were given the task of determining
each of the linguistic measures mentioned previously for each writing
sample, such as the number of clauses, the number of error-free clauses,
the number of T-units and so on. For these tasks, they used an approach
of absolute agreement, which required them to be completely unified in
their responses for each essay. When occasional discrepancies occurred,
they discussed each item until they reached a unanimous decision. The
principal researcher also reviewed their work and identified no cases that
warranted additional changes. Once the rating was completed, a third rater
with minimal instruction and no practice or interaction with the previous
raters provided an additional set of rating to establish inter-rater reliability.
These data were then used to calculate a mixed model analysis of variance,
which analyzed the effects of the treatment by group and time.
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Reliability Estimates
Before conducting the planned analyses, we examined the reliability
estimates associated with our various measures of writing. Table 4
presents these results. Though we were pleased with most of our reliability
estimates, we saw that ratings for the off-list words, rhetorical competence,
and accuracy were lower than we had hoped. Nevertheless, we believed
that these were adequate to allow us to proceed with our planned statistical
analyses.
Table 4
Reliability of Measures
Category

Variable

r

Lexical
development

First thousand words
Second thousand words
Academic word list
Off-list words
Types
Type/token ratio
Lexical density
Token/family ratio
Type/family ratio

.99
.92
.98
.73
.99
.99
.99
.99
.99

Additional measures
of linguistic
development

Rhetorical competence
Fluency (number of tokens)
Complexity 1 (MLTU)
Complexity 2 (clauses per t-unit)
Accuracy (EFCR)

.82
.99
.98
.97
.81

	
  

Results

The following results examine accuracy within the context of rhetorical
appropriateness, fluency, complexity, and lexical development.
Rhetorical Appropriateness
We begin with rhetorical appropriateness because it provides the
needed context to make the other measures of writing meaningful. Table 5
presents the descriptive statistics for the rhetorical appropriateness scores
provided by the raters using the rubric found in the Appendix. Learners
made substantial progress with their rhetorical appropriateness as a
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combined group over the experimental period, F(1, 25) = 21.316, p < .001,
ηp2 = .460. Nevertheless, there was no statistically significant difference
between the control group and treatment group, F(1, 25) = 2.031, p = .167.
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Rhetorical Appropriateness
Test
Pre
Post

Control (n = 12)
M
SD
2.833
1.387
5.042
1.453

Treatment (n = 15)
M
SD
4.367
1.642
5.533
1.494

Total (n = 27)
M
SD
3.685
1.694
5.315
1.469

	
  

Fluency
Fluency was defined in this study as the total number of words
produced in the 30-minute elicitation period. Table 6 shows the descriptive
statistics for the control and treatment groups for the pre- and posttests.
As with rhetorical appropriateness, the combined group increased their
fluency substantially, F(1, 25) = 21.518, p < .001, ηp2 = .463. However, the
differences between the control and treatment groups were negligible, F(1,
25) = 1.843, p = .187.
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Writing Fluency

Test
Pre
Post

Control (n = 12)
M
SD
239.67
97.68
354.92
100.56

Treatment (n = 15)
M
SD
361.73
91.14
424.80
102.50

Total (n = 27)
M
SD
307.48
111.04
393.74
105.77

	
  

Complexity
Two measures of complexity were used in this study. The first was
the MLTU. Table 7 presents descriptive statistics for the control and
treatment groups across the pre- and posttests. No significant difference
was observed over time for the combined group, F(1, 25) = 1.796, p < .192.
Nor was there a meaningful difference between the control and treatment
groups, F(1, 25) = .014, p = .908. Table 8 illustrates similar results with the
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second measure of complexity, clauses per T-unit. There was no statistically
significant difference over time for the combined group, F(1, 25) = .155,
p = .697. Nor was there a significant difference between the control and
treatment groups, F(1, 25) = 1.775, p = .195.
Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Writing Complexity 1 (MLTU)
Test
Pre
Post
	
  

Control (n = 12)
M
SD
8.817
1.489
9.471
2.229

Treatment (n = 15)
M
SD
7.634
1.221
8.413
3.038

Table 8
	
  
Descriptive Statistics for Writing Complexity 2 (Clauses per T-unit)
	
  
Control (n = 12)
Treatment (n = 15)
Test
M
SD
M
SD
Pre
1.840
.452
1.683
.382
Post
1.753
.349
1.803
.540

Total (n = 27)
M
SD
8.160
1.449
8.883
2.712

Total (n = 27)
M
SD
1.753
.414
1.803
.459

	
  

Lexical Development
The final variables we consider before examining linguistic accuracy
include an array of measures of lexical development. Of the nine variables
of interest, eight did not produce a probability of .05 or smaller, suggesting
that differences between the control and treatment group were not
statistically significant. These included the first thousand most frequent
words (K1), vocabulary from the AWL, off-list words, the number of types,
the type-token ratio, the lexical density, the token-family ratio, and the
type-family ratio as displayed in Table 9. However, there was a statistically
significant difference between the control and treatment groups in terms of
the relative proportion of the second thousand most frequent words (K2)
that were used, F(1, 25) = 4.44, p = .045, ηp2 = .151. This shows that learners
in the control group used relatively more words from this category than
did those in the treatment group.
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Table 9
Summary of Lexical Development
Control (n = 12)
M
SD

Variable

Treatment (n = 15)
M
SD

df (1, 25)
F
p

K1

Pre
Post

.960
.886

.030
.041

.965
.902

.018
.038

.85

.369

K2

Pre
Post

.026
.059

.017
.032

.029
.036

.016
.015

4.44

.045

AWL

Pre
Post

.021
.031

.019
.014

.015
.041

.012
.031

2.85

.104

Off List

Pre
Post

.023
.028

.017
.012

.023
.026

.013
.016

.11

.740

Types

Pre
Post

106.00
141.92

37.18
26.81

139.37
154.77

20.05
25.73

3.33

.080

Type-Token

Pre
Post

.488
.411

.128
.056

.396
.375

.058
.062

2.60

.119

Lexical Density

Pre
Post

.441
.508

.052
.064

.428
.475

.033
.036

.74

.399

Token-Family

Pre
Post

2.637
3.048

.600
.448

3.236
3.373

.560
.620

1.56

.223

Type-Family

Pre
Post

1.195
1.193

.068
.051

1.225
1.213

.036
.0387

.20

.660

	
  
Accuracy
The final analysis we examine is linguistic accuracy, which we
operationalized using error-free clause ratios. Table 10 provides the
descriptive statistics for the control and treatment groups at the preand posttest. This analysis revealed a statistically significant difference,
showing greater gains in linguistic accuracy for the treatment group when
compared to the control group, F(1, 25) = 8.717, p = .007, ηp2 = .259. The
interaction effect is illustrated in Figure 2. Since the control group included
two subgroups (C1 and C2), mean performance from each subgroup is
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also plotted in Figure 2, which appears to provide visual confirmation of
similarity between control subgroups and the observed differences between
the combined control and treatment groups.
This difference is accentuated by additional analyses. While posttest
results comparing C1 and C2 were not significantly different, as noted
previously, statistically significant differences were observed independently
in comparisons between the treatment group and C1 (M = .161, SD = .108),
F(1, 19) = 8.120, p = .01, ηp2 = .299), and between the treatment group and
C2 (M = .166, SD = .089), F(1, 19) = 8.109, p = .01, ηp2 = .299). Though
these subgroups are small, they are adequately sized for these tests since
they are statistically significant and are accompanied by large effect sizes
(see de Winter, 2013). These findings support the general comparability of
C1 and C2.
Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for Linguistic Accuracy
Test
Pre
Post
	
  

Control (n = 12)
M
SD
.156
.116
.164
.094

Treatment (n = 15)
M
SD
.215
.124
.362
.158

Total (n = 27)
M
SD
.189
.122
.274
.165

	
  

Hartshorn, K. James, and Norman W. Evans. (2015). “The Effects of Dynamic Written
Corrective Feedback: A 30-Week Study.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 6–34.

The Effects of Dynamic Written Corrective Feedback: A 30-Week Study

• 26

Discussion
Ultimately, this study provides additional support for the extensive
practice and feedback advocated by skill acquisition theory. These
results show that over a 30-week period, the treatment (a combination
of a traditional writing class plus a dynamic WCF class) produced no
significant group differences for rhetorical competence, fluency, or
complexity when compared to a control (a combination of a traditional
writing class plus a traditional grammar class). Nevertheless, the treatment
produced statistically significant gains in linguistic accuracy compared
to the performance of the control group. The large effect size observed
for accuracy in this study (ηp2 = .259) seems consistent with previous
studies. For example, in the IEP study (Hartshorn et al., 2010) the effect
of dynamic WCF on accuracy also was large (ηp2 = .21) as was the effect
of dynamic WCF on accuracy in the study of matriculated university
students (ηp2 = .16) though the relative magnitude was somewhat smaller
(Evans et al., 2011).
While these studies provide evidence of the possible benefits of dynamic
WCF used over time, it may be important to recall that the current study
differed from the previous studies in two important ways: first, the dynamic
WCF in the current study was used in combination with a traditional
writing class (rather than replacing the writing class), and second, the
treatment was provided over the course of two semesters rather than only
one semester. While one might expect the relative benefit of the treatment
in the current study to be much more substantial than those observed in the
studies lasting only one semester, the effect size from the current study is
only moderately larger than the effect size observed from the previous IEP
study. One possible explanation for this could be the inclusion of a separate
writing class for both the treatment and control groups, which may have
made the overall experience of the two experimental groups more similar
and may have benefited both groups in terms of improved accuracy.
While most analyses of the lexis showed no differences, when
compared to the treatment group, a significantly greater proportion of the
control group’s vocabulary came from the second thousand most frequent
words as identified by West (1953). Because these analyses were based
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on relative proportions within each category, this result would make the
most sense if this finding had been accompanied by a smaller proportion
for the control group in another category of vocabulary, such as the first
thousand most frequent words, the AWL, or the off-list words. Though
we see that a relatively smaller proportion of vocabulary from the control
group was from the AWL compared to the production of the treatment
group, this difference was not statistically significant. The reasons behind
this observation remain unclear and additional study is needed.
Pedagogical Implications
This study has shown that dynamic WCF can be used effectively to
improve linguistic accuracy as a replacement for a grammar class when
accompanied by a traditional process writing class. Though the various
components of dynamic WCF were implemented quite consistently in this
study and across the previous studies (e.g., Evans et al., 2011; Hartshorn
& Evans, 2012; Hartshorn et al., 2010; Lee, 2009), we underscore that
the underlying principles of ensuring that writing tasks and feedback are
meaningful, manageable, timely, and constant may be more important
than strict adherence to any one part of dynamic WCF.
Limitations and Future Research
Several limitations should be considered when evaluating the
findings of this study. First is the potential problem of combining two
control subgroups into one control group. Though reasonable effort was
exerted to ensure a parallel experience and additional analyses suggest
the comparability of the two groups, the asynchronous nature of their
involvement could have affected the results. Another limitation was the
absence of a delayed posttest. Though the decision to forgo a delayed
posttest was intentional in order to extend the treatment period to two
full semesters, we recognize the benefits a delayed posttest might have
provided. Another challenge was the limited functionality of the rhetorical
competence rubric. Although we expanded how we used the rubric, which
seemed to improve its function, we recognize that this approach may have
slightly reduced our reliability. We recommend expanding the rubric
before conducting additional longitudinal studies at this proficiency range.
In addition to including a delayed posttest and resolving possible
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rubric challenges, we have a number of recommendations for researchers
who may replicate or build on this study. For example, if dynamic WCF is
used in place of a grammar class as was done here, we recommend giving
both groups (experimental and control) the grammar class final exam (if
one exists). This would allow researchers to determine whether the group
exposed to dynamic WCF would be disadvantaged in the course assessment
for not participating in the traditional grammar class. Finally, we recognize
that many different contexts exist in which dynamic WCF can be tested.
We hope that researchers will choose to build on this research in alternate
settings.

Conclusion
The result of this 30-week study showed improvement in the linguistic
accuracy of those L2 writers exposed to dynamic WCF while there was no
significant difference compared to the control group in terms of rhetorical
appropriateness, fluency, or complexity. These findings provide additional
evidence that dynamic WCF can be implemented effectively when it
accompanies a traditional process writing class. Though we recognize that
accuracy in L2 writing is not of equal importance for all learners in all
contexts, we believe that it is essential for specific learners in particular
contexts. If true, it may become increasingly important in such contexts
for learners to receive more meaningful and manageable practice and
feedback as they continue to develop their L2 writing.

Notes
1. We will use the term comprehensive feedback to focus on what the feedback is rather than what
it is not. More importantly, comprehensive feedback avoids negative connotations associated
with the word unfocused (e.g., something lacking purpose or direction).
2. These are the same symbols used in previous studies (i.e., Evans et al., 2011; Hartshorn et al.,
2010).
3. This included production choices “which help writers to avoid language that is awkward,
unclear, or simply unintelligible” (Hartshorn & Evans, 2012, p. 238).
4. Here family refers to all forms of a word. For example, write, rewrite, and writer would be part
of the same family.
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In an effort to rethink the evaluation of student writing with the ultimate
goal of convincing novice writers that rewriting predicates as well as presupposes the act of writing, I describe a point-accrual grading system where
students accumulate points with redrafted submissions during a semester.
This approach to evaluation offers students more autonomy in controlling
their “earned” grade as well as incentivizes their investments in the revision process. In contrast to the normative percentages approach to grading,
this point-accrual system not only gives students a less ambivalent form of
grading but also moves them past surface-level revision and into rhetorical
restructuring.
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How to give revision even the tiniest scintilla of value compared to real life?
How to encourage even a little self-motivation in revision? (Willis, 1993, p. 12)
And isn’t our objective to encourage students to critique their own writing and
manage their revisions to want to write successfully? (Zigmond, 2006, p. 304)

A

fter hearing many students confess to being bad writers, I decided
to find a convincing argument and corroborating evaluation
method to disabuse them of their internalized misconceptions
that someone can essentially be a bad writer and to teach them that, in fact,
the effective composer must, above all, revise. Harris (2006) rationalizes
why teaching revision poses such difficulties:
Revising is the sort of thing that is fairly simple to describe but very hard to
do well. . . . As readers we usually come upon texts in their final form—with
many of the hesitations, repetitions, digressions, false starts, alternative
phrasings, inconsistencies, speculations, infelicities, and flat-out mistakes
of earlier drafts smoothed over, corrected, or erased . . . finished texts tend
to conceal much of the labor involved in writing them. (p. 99)

So, if much of the finished writing labor has been hidden from
inexperienced writers’ observations, how can we convince them that they
can produce such seemingly effortless final products? By what pedagogical
tactics can we affirm for students that authors who produce such ostensibly
“seamless” pieces have gained their writing expertise by writing “into
expertise” and, if they too invested in the work by “adopting an open attitude
to instruction and feedback [and] a willingness to experiment” that could
also achieve such eloquent and masterful prose (Sommers & Saltz, 2004,
134). In my course, I have developed a point-accrual system that appraises
and validates students’ efforts of revision through a succession of drafts
with accumulating points.
Other classroom researchers/practitioners have proposed similar
pedagogical approaches to grading through “numbers approaches”
(Marchionda, 2010; Zigmond, 2006), “achievement grading” (Adkinson &
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Tchudi, 1997), and “contract grading” (Danielewicz & Elbow, 2009; Knapp,
1976; Reichert, 2003). While their slightly varying names of these grading
systems indicate particular nuances in approach and intent, they all have an
ultimate goal of giving students “control over their grades and, ultimately,
their own learning process” (Marchionda, 2010, p. 408) and “foster[ing]
a deep commitment to process” (Danielewicz & Elbow, 2009, p. 261).
Moreover, these methods all express a feeling of apprehension about the
grading process and its relationship to students’ confidence about their
own writing abilities. How can we boost students’ fragile morales about
writing while also bearing witness to their often densely layered composing
challenges? Acknowledging that students and I inhabit an institutional
system that requires grades, I want a transparent system of evaluation
that encourages revision through progressively (read: processually)
accumulated points toward a final product. Rather than ignoring the
institutional parameters of grading that have been set up for us a priori
and that students inevitably face in other courses as well, I decided to work
with—yet, more importantly, around—that preordained system.
In an attempt to destabilize the preconceptions and after-effects of
an institutionalized grading system, I confronted a hurdle that has often
undermined my attempts to persuade students to redraft: students have
been reminded again and again that they are not “good writers” and that
their advanced literacy abilities fall short of college expectations. Carroll
(2002) remarks upon this college-level conundrum about writing, stating,
“Apparently college writing is another of life’s catch-22’s: you have to be
ready before you can do it, but you can’t get ready until you do it” (p. 98).
In lieu of sanctioned essentialist thinking that labels “bad writing” and
“bad writers,” I want students to see that effective writing occurs through
socially constructed situations (e.g., educational opportunities for rehearsal
and learning). Through logistically sound composing scenarios in which
students internalize habits of the composing mind, I’ve aimed to convince
my students that, in fact, they have underestimated their writing abilities.
Furthermore, I have attempted to convince them that until they have
invested in the rigors of a revision-based writing course, they could no
more logically claim themselves as bad writers than they could announce
themselves bad chefs if they had never practiced culinary techniques or
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bad athletes had they never faithfully trained in sporting activities. Or, in
other words, they know how to write but they are not yet effective revisers.
As ascertained by the pedagogical scholars above, if we want students
to take this effort-intensive revision seriously, we need to devise evaluation/
grading policies that incentivize their investment in this intellectual labor.
Otherwise, why would a student invest in such a revision-heavy course
when their “angst-written” fears incapacitate them? Or, if a course demands
the hard work of multiple drafts but does not incorporate a system of
assessment that underscores the importance of revision, why take revision
seriously? While many composition theorists purport the nurturing of
novice student writers and their performances (Carroll, 2002; Fishman,
Lunsford, McGregor, & Otuteye 2009; Sommers & Saltz, 2004), we must
still establish alternative methods of evaluation that allow (even ensure)
students’ messy rehearsals and, simultaneously, nudge them toward
products that emblematize their accomplishments.
After a brief review of revision scholarship below, I will critique an
all-too commonplace classroom grading policy—the percentage-grading
system—that evaluates through a quixotic calculation of percentages based
normally on one-draft submissions plus “participation.” As a consequence
of percentage grading, where the evaluative vagueness does not attend
to the workings of language, instructors have been spotlighting the
computation of final grades instead of teaching students about the means
and methods of shaping and crafting their writing. Within the microlocalized context of responding to students’ papers, it leaves instructors
with little room for the type of discursive analysis of students’ assignments
that could broaden and extend their habits of mindful revision. As an
alternative grading assessment, I have adopted a point-accrual grading
system, which endorses process pedagogy, explicitly focusing upon the
formative outcomes of revision. Without divergent methods of evaluating,
commenting, and (yes, admittedly) assigning grades to student papers, we
will have a difficult time in unpacking students’ decision-making about
composing tasks and fostering their metacognitive awareness of their own
revisionary habits and behaviors.
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Reviewing Revision
In her now-canonical study, “Revision Strategies of Student Writers and
Experienced Adult Writers,” Sommers (1980) examines the way that students
define the term revision and recognizes that their conception of it has less to
do with reorganizing or reworking the theme of the paper (higher order types
of revision) but instead with rewording (or superficial revision). Ineffective
revisers scan their papers for places where they can “scratch out” certain
vocabulary words, replacing them with “a more decent word or a better word”
(p. 381). Wallace and Hayes (1991) confirm Sommers’s assertion, writing:
Many researchers have found that inexperienced writers typically treat
revision as a local task, that is, a task of changing words and sentences rather
than of modifying the goals or organization of the text to meet criteria of
the rhetorical situation. (p. 55)

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, researchers and practitioners
purported numerous approaches to revision yet lamented about the lack
of revision occurring in American public schools. Even today students
seem to get few chances to revise and therefore minimal opportunities
to understand the procedures and sub-processes of revision. As a result
of missed opportunities for revision and evaluation systems that reward
final products instead of explored processes, students reluctantly apply
these redrafting strategies and, moreover, revert to their go-to methods of
surface-level revision.
In her longitudinal study, Rehearsing New Roles, Carroll (2002) claims
that students’ writing development doesn’t always progress in a linear
fashion as students move from one assignment to the next and one course
level to the next. During one writing assignment, revisions may not progress
in a linear fashion as students negotiate invention/organization/style/
research/formatting, but may loop through recursive drafts of progression
and regression as they compose. In fact, Carroll (2002) encourages faculty
to attend to the places where student work regresses; the point of writing
regression may tell us more about student writing challenges than the
relieving, happy moments of writing improvement ever will. Carroll (2002)
writes:
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Students’ literacy develops because students must take on new and difficult
roles that challenge their abilities as writers. In fact, student writing may
sometimes need to get “worse” before it can get “better.” Because many
college writing tasks are essentially new to students, they will need repeated
practice to become proficient. (p. 9)

Most importantly, I would argue that while composing a literacy task
students must have opportunities of repeated practice that enculturate
them “into the long-standing mental habits, or dispositions, that will
enable them to use that expertise in new situations” (Brent, 2011, p. 411).
Taking a writing course where they know it is okay to err but not okay
to be complacent with the “not-yet-enough” provides students with a safe
“contact zone of proximal development”1 in which they feel comfortable and
rewarded enough to stretch constantly into a new flexibility of composing.

Auditing the Percentage-Grading Policy
In an unscientific review of composition syllabi from one semester’s
Freshman Year Composition (FYC) courses at my institution, I identified
and counted the instances when instructors used percentages as a means
of assigning grades to their students; I estimate that at least 75% of the
syllabi used this ratio-expressive form of (retro)grading. While this type of
generally accepted and commonplace percentage-grading policy can point
to scaffolded steps of assignments and, in some cases, allude to the act of
revision, it doesn’t explicitly articulate how these percentages add up to a
final grade or relate to the positive advantages of the revision process as
seen in Figure 1.
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Course Grading Policy
Class Participation and Various Homework/Informal Writing Assignments—20%
Including:
• At least one conference with me
• At least one tutoring session at the Writing Center
• At least one post-grade Paper Revision
• In-Class Presentation(s)
• Curiosity Journal
• Reading Log
Portfolio Writing Assignments—80%
Including:
• Narrative Essay—15%
• Interview—15%
• Annotated Bibliography—10%
• Inquiry-Based Research Paper Proposal—10%
• Inquiry-Based Research Paper—20%
• Portfolio Cover Letter/Self-Assessment—10%
Figure 1. The Course Grading Policy section of my syllabus.

In this genre of percentage assessment, students receive a letter
equivalent on a literacy behavior, class participation, or assignment grade
that then transfers into an equation of grade ratios that then calculates
into a grade. Frankly, percentage grading offers students little reason to
do anything but a perfunctory attempt at revision and often guarantees
an equation for frustration when it comes time for the final negotiation of
grades. With the normative breakdown of grades into A through F, students
would have a hard time imagining how they could achieve a 30% level of
success on any given assignment and how that would impact an overall
course grade. If instructors intend to underscore the quality of writing and
perpetuate the value of revision, how does this percentage-of-productivity
metric effectively evaluate the increasingly ameliorated quality of a student’s
writing? Unfortunately in this lights/camera/fraction approach to grading,
the instructor and the student end up on alternate ends of the assessment
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universe, both feeling fairly untreated in the ratios of these transactions. In
what seems a counterintuitive and counterproductive calculation, students
would more likely question how their professor computed the grade rather
than how their own writing fulfilled the rhetorical, strategic, and even
grammatical criteria of the course.2

Revising Grading Policy as a Means to Valuing Revision
As an alternative to this all too commonplace (and complex) evaluation
system, the point-accrual point system affords students a rationale for the
points assigned and a reason to attempt accumulating more points through
additional revision. In a nod to the Ciceronian elements of discourse,
students must base their revisionary choices on acquired knowledge about
the topic, know-how about genre structures, attention to factual accuracy
based on research, sensitivity to audience needs, style criteria as established
by classroom discussions, and appropriate formatting choices. In an initial
assessment experiment in a business-writing course, I decided that the
grading system should mimic a system of transaction where students
would accrue points during the semester and would then exchange these
points for their earned grade at the end of the semester. While the discourse
community of business-oriented writers have already set established
criteria for their commonly used genres, reasonably lending itself to this
grading policy, I have since adapted this “fair-trade grade agreement” in all
of my courses as a means to promote greater equity in my student-teacher
partnerships through transparency and dialogue.3
My course description grading policy is duplicated in Figure 2. On the
first day of class, students receive this point-accrual grading policy so they
understand from day one that they will “earn” their ultimate course grade
and that I don’t “give” it.4 While I do evaluate the writing and assign points
as a more experienced guide, they have as many opportunities by which
they may redraft and improve their document.
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Grading, Absence, Lateness, and Deadline Policies
In this course, your words will earn your grade for you—not only by
the quantity that you produce but by the quality of their expression. Each
assignment will have a certain value that you will accumulate in your course
account. For example, a memorandum may be worth 100 credit points. The first
time you submit a draft of the memo you may receive only 25 points because
you didn’t fulfill the expectations of the assignment. You may then revise the
memo and have credit added to the subsequent drafts. After multiple drafts your
memorandum may go from a value of 25 points to 95 (or 100!) points, but this
depends upon your willingness to revise, your ability to respond to critiques
about your writing, and your motivation to resubmit your work. Once you have
gained points on an assignment, you may never lose them; subsequent drafts
that don’t show improvement based on commentary and class exercises may not
accumulate more points, but your assigned points for a piece of writing cannot
decrease once gained.
However, you may lose points from your account in a number of ways. In
the business and administrative world, people must adhere to deadlines. If an
employer requests something done by a specified time and date, your reputation
and position depend upon your ability to produce the assigned task. In this
course, for every day you submit your assignments late, you lose 10 points. Once
you lose these “missed-deadline” losses, you may not recover them.
You may also lose points by lateness to class or absence from class. For
tardiness, every 10 minutes that you arrive at class late, you lose 5 points. You may
regain these “tardiness losses” by submitting a memorandum to me during the
course’s next session meeting that states the reason for your lateness. You must
compose this memorandum, fulfilling all of the criteria of the course (clearly
written, convincingly persuasive, and professionally presented—proofread and
typed). Absences are a different situation. For every absence you lose 50 points.
If you want to regain these points, you must also submit a memorandum that
states why you were absent, what evidence you are attaching to justify your
absence, and what you’ve done to inform yourself about what you missed.
Depending upon your rationale, your evidence, and your efforts in preparation,
you could regain part or the complete amount of your absentee losses. Notice
that in all these memoranda, you attempt to make something happen: securing
your points and thus improving your ultimate grade.
Figure 2. The Grading, Absence, Lateness, and Deadline Policies of my syllabus.
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Assignment Points & Grading Scale
Complaint Letter.......................................................................................100 pts.
Response to Complaint Letter.................................................................100 pts.
Resume........................................................................................................100 pts.
Resume Cover Letter.................................................................................100 pts.
Mid-semester Self-Evaluation Report.....................................................100 pts.
Post-Conference Memorandum..............................................................100 pts.
Brochure.....................................................................................................100 pts.
Flyer #1..........................................................................................................50 pts.
Flyer #2..........................................................................................................50 pts.
Rhetorical Analysis....................................................................................500 pts.
Cooperative Group Project:
Proposal................................................................................................25 pts.
Project.................................................................................................100 pts.
Journal.................................................................................................175 pts.
Portfolio Cover Letter...............................................................................100 pts.
Total...........................................................................................................1700 pts.
As seen in the list above you can accumulate 1700 total points. Throughout the
semester, you and I will keep an account of your points, and, at the end of the
semester, you will exchange your accrued points for the grade you have earned.
The point grade scale follows:
A+
1700+ extra credit or extra effort points
C
1350–1399
A
1650–1699
C1300–1349
A1600–1649
D+
1200–1399
B+
1550–1599
D
1101–1199
B
1500–1549
D1001–1100
B1450–1499
F
1000 or fewer
C+
1400–1449
Figure 3. The Assignment Points & Grading Scale portion of my syllabus.

Each assignment has a designated amount of potential points. I
announce the points on the first day of class and provide an accompanying
final grading scale designating how many points a student needs to earn
an A, A-, B+, B, B-, etc. They receive the following charts on potential

McBeth, Mark. (2015). “Revising by Numbers: Promoting Student Revision Through
Accumulated Points.” Journal of Response to Writing, 1(2): 35–54.

Revising by Numbers: Promoting Student Revision Through Accumulated Points

• 45

assignment points and the final grading scale (Figure 3). As stated in my
policy explanation, my students can revise their assignments as many
times as they choose, with the agreement that once they have gained points
on an assignment they cannot lose them. If they submit a revision that
does not show adequate change, they may not merit additional points,
but their scale of accumulated points can never slide backwards. If a new
submission has demonstrated superficial changes, I can respond not only
with advisory commentary but also a lack of increased points, which then
helps them discern the tactical (in)effectiveness of their revision. My lateral
point designation does not diminish what they have already achieved in
their work nor does it symbolize deficiencies, but it directly signifies a need
to do something else—something “not-yet-done”—namely, an alternative
emendation that yields better rhetorical results than a sleight of slight
word-change. If the accumulated points on a draft signal how students
have fulfilled certain aspects of the assignment, the remaining heretoforeunearned points symbolize just how much more they need to stretch to
achieve their rhetorical goals.

Recounting Revision
In contradistinction to Carroll’s (2002) findings, I have noticed that
students’ revisions in one 15-week course do not regress as much as they
move laterally; they often make improvements on what I comment upon in
one submitted revision but then that alteration reveals yet another problem
in the text’s rhetorical meaning-making. For instance, if they add more
details to improve the persuasive elements of their text, they may notice
that these additions then need more transitional phrases. The redrafting of
transitional phrases may then alert them to the odd organizational structure
that has resulted, which then demands restructuring and/or rethinking of
the content. When students’ resubmitted drafts do not improve but instead
reveal other rhetorical difficulties, I can focus upon the next messageconveying problem to be solved rather than on what they did “wrong.”
As a means to offer an abridged illustration of a student’s lateral
and then eventual forward-moving revisions, I have amalgamated a few
students’ complaint letters (see Figures 4, 5, and 6) as a means to exemplify
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revision difficulties yet still retain the anonymity of any individual writer
in one of my courses. The capitalized statements in brackets in these figures
represent the types of commentary that I might return to students, which
normally appear in an in-text tracking system where my comments come
up in a soothing rather than accusatory color (read: blue not red).
Dear Mr. M, [BUSINESS LETTERS USE A COLON INSTEAD OF
A COMMA AFTER THE GREETING. USE THE PROPER TITLE FOR
THIS PROFESSOR/ADMINISTRATOR; SEE COLLEGE WEBSITE FOR
DESIGNATED TITLE.]
On behalf of the Master of Policy Administration (MPA) students at
Criminal Justice College, there is an issue with students getting in contact with
their academic advisors for assistance with the completion of their degree. As
completing this degree is an important factor within all of your students lives
and careers, we need your help in resolving this issue. [INSTEAD OF STATING
THAT AN ISSUE EXISTS, EXPLICITLY ARTICULATE THE PROBLEM
DIRECTLY AND ACCURATELY.]
In the past efforts to resolve this issue [YOU HAVEN’T YET EXPLICITLY
STATED THE ISSUE, SO YOU CAN’T DISCUSS THE FOLLOWING
DETAILS YET.] Prof. W visited every Saturday lecture room introducing herself
as the MPA advisor. However, her hours of visitation sometimes do not work for
many of our students. When she visits the classroom, or when students can visit
her. With many of the MPA classes held at night, Prof. W sometimes lectures
a class or simply unavailable at hours where most of the MPA student body is
actually present on campus. [THIS PREVIOUS SENTENCE DOESN’T MAKE
SENSE.] However, for students who did not know that there was a designated
advisor, or as to whom that individual may be, this [<A NON-REFERENTIAL
THIS] then created a lot of havoc within the graduate community. [YOU’VE
GIVEN CONSIDERABLE DETAILS ABOUT THE ISSUE, BUT HAVEN’T
YET STRAIGHTFORWARDLY ARTICULATED THE PROBLEM.]
Within the Fall semester of 2011, who did know Prof. W could simply email
her for academic advisement. [THIS PREVIOUS SENTENCE DOESN’T MAKE
SENSE.] In one instance, I was asked by Prof. W to submit certain documents
to her at a given date and time. However, due to my work schedule, I was unable
to do so and therefore my issue was never resolved. [AGAIN, RIGHT DETAILS
THAT DON’T YET RELATE TO AN ARTICULATED PROBLEM; ALSO
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CONSIDER HOW TO REORDER THESE IDEAS FOR BETTER COHESIVE
UNDERSTANDING.]
On behalf of the MPA student body, I would like [<HEDGING] to ask that
this issue be to be addressed immediately to eliminate further frustrations.
Sincerely,
A. Student
Figure 4. Complaint letter example draft 1.

In the first draft of this complaint/request letter (Figure 4), the student
loosely follows a business letter structure; however, the document does not
clearly articulate the problem with accuracy or organizational coherence.
The author also doesn’t adhere to some specific, globally discussed criteria
that discourage passive voice (“to be” constructions) and hedging. For
this first submission, the student receives 60 points out of a possible 100,
indicating that the draft has achieved certain aspects of the task yet still
needs to resolve the accuracy of facts, an attention to the reader’s needs,
and fulfillment of composing criteria.
Figure 5 represents what a student might submit on a second draft.
In this draft, the student still hasn’t articulated the actual problem nor
revised according to global in-class exercises, thus not responding to my
initial commentary. In response, I note these discrepancies of revision and
alert the writer that the resubmission gains no extra points. The message
highlights insufficient revision not deficient writing abilities. In these
examples, a student’s revision and correlating point accumulation may move
laterally; however, the possibilities of the student’s writing development
still has movement because the student has new rhetorical improvements
to problem-solve. Through these incremental, albeit sometimes stuttering,
revision developments, students recognize the rhetorical tactics that shape
writing into increasingly more lucid prose. The quid pro quo of student
revisions and instructional responses demonstrate this back-and-forth
progression-regression that students and I cooperatively review and modify
on one piece of writing but yet may lead students to a better understanding
of their own revision strategies on future composing ventures.
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Dear Mr. M., [YOU STILL HAVE NOT ATTENDED TO MY FIRST
COMMENTARY ON THE GREETING.]
On behalf of the Master of Policy Administration (MPA) student body at
Criminal Justice College, there is [<TO BE CONSTRUCTION] an issue with
students getting in contact with their academic advisors for assistance within
the program. [YOU STILL HEDGE WITH THIS STATEMENT.] This [NONREFERENTIAL THIS; YOU HAVEN’T EXPLICITLY ARTICULATED THE
PROBLEM YET.] creates a problem when students seek academic advisement
for the completion of their degree. As the student body feels very strongly about
this, we ask for your help in resolving this issue.
In the early Fall 2011 semester, Prof. W visited every Saturday lecture room
introducing herself as the MPA advisor. During the course of the introduction,
Prof. W stated her hours of visitation in which students could meet and
discusstheir academic issues with her. However, the hours of visitation do not
work for many of our students. [YOU HAVEN’T STATED WHY.] Furthermore,
like many of the MPA classes held at night, Prof. W lectures her own classes
during evening hours. According to a student survey, the majority of the MPA
student body is present on campus during evening hours. Unfortunately, told
to e-mail their advisor during the daytime for help, students could not receive
assistance with their academic concerns during the evening hours. [AGAIN,
YOUR LAST SENTENCE DOESN’T MAKE SENSE.]
In one instance, Prof. W asked me to submit certain documents to her
at a given date and time. However, due to my work schedule, this [NONREFERENTIAL THIS] could not take place. Therefore, my issue took quite some
time to resolve. In addition, similar situations within the MPA student body
have created lots of havoc for our students. With many issues left unresolved,
students have become frustrated with the advisor as well as the college. [YOU
REPEAT “ISSUE” WITHOUT RENAMING IT; SEE OUR HANDOUT ON
METHODS OF TRANSITION.]
On behalf of the MPA student body, this issue with advisement must get
addressed immediately to eliminate further frustrations. You must explicitly
state what you want done to resolve this issue.
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Sincerely,
A. Student
[REVIEW AGAIN THE COMMENTARY I GAVE YOU ON YOUR
FIRST DRAFT. YOU STILL NEED TO REVISE ACCORDING TO THOSE
CRITIQUES AS WELL AS TO SOME NEW POINTS I’VE DESIGNATED
ABOVE. YOU EARN NO EXTRA POINTS ON THIS DRAFT.]
Figure 5. Complaint letter example draft 2.

Admittedly, even as I recount this response about my response
techniques, I can sense the cursory reactions that another instructor
might feel about the minutiae of this grading policy and its accompanying
responses—yet this feeling parallels the process of submission/response
between instructor and student. As any instructor can imagine, this quipro-quo pedagogy demands a lot of student work to achieve thoughtful
revision as well as a considerable amount of intellectual energy on the part
of the instructor. Yet, I have found that my reading time actually accelerates
because I look for organizational, structural, and rhetorical issues rather
than becoming overwhelmed by impenetrable layers of composing
problems or being bogged down in grammatical technicalities. Also, I’ve
created an Excel file where I input points with each revision, allowing
software to do the counting. The brain time that I would have (mis)applied
to incidental commentary or grade marking now gets dedicated to the
analysis of my students’ discursive attempts and achievements. While
this point-accrual grading system has invoked my students’ higher-order
thinking, it has likewise stimulated my higher-order teaching.
Beyond the bureaucratic work of accounting, seeing students improve
their rhetorical and composing “habitudes” through revision justifies the
multiple readings that I endorse throughout the semester. In Figure 6, I
offer what a student might achieve if resilient and responsive to revision
recommendations. Arguably, a journal article cannot portray the oft-tedious
procedures that go into evaluating and grading, and in consideration of the
length of this article, I have not shared all of the sample interstitial drafts
that students conceivably submit; however, in this final submission, the
student finally produces an exemplary letter that follows the structure of
a complaint/request business letter, articulates a well-explained problem,
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offers ample discriminating details, proposes a resolution, and follows the
formatting of business genres. Through a succession of revised submissions
that address issues that I raise in my critiques, the student finally achieves
the type of letter that an administrator could use to solve a bureaucratic
dilemma. The words have done something.
Dear Prof. M:
On behalf of the Master of Policy Administration (MPA) students at
Criminal Justice College, a committee of concerned graduate students and I
worry that we do not receive adequate advisement from professors. This lack
of available advising creates problems when students seek guidance toward the
completion of their degrees.
In the early Fall 2011 semester, Prof. W visited every Saturday course
introducing herself as the MPA primary advisor. During the course of the
introduction, Prof. W stated her afternoon office hours in which students could
meet and discuss their academic issues. However, her allotted hours do not
work for many students who either work or spend long hours commuting from
work to campus. Furthermore, with many MPA classes scheduled at night when
Prof. W lectures, student cannot arrange appointments. Therefore, most MPA
students cannot seek advisement because of conflicts with her limited office
hours and her teaching schedule. Consequently, the one MPA advisor cannot
assist students who need her guidance.
For example, Prof. W asked me to submit certain documents to her by a
given date and time in person. However, due to my work schedule, I could not
fulfill her request. Therefore, my issue took quite some time to resolve. Similar
situations within the MPA student body have created many similar conflicts
for other students. With many advisement issues left unresolved, students feel
frustrated with the advisor as well as the college.
The MPA program must address this advisement issue immediately to avoid
the frustration of dedicated students and the currently unresolved scheduling
conflicts of the MPA advisor.
Sincerely,
A. Student
Figure 6. Complaint letter example final submission.
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With the point-accrual grading system, I can move students through
a series of layered rhetorical, stylistic, and grammatical improvements that
eventually produce a cohesive, comprehensive final product. Undergraduates
frequently need four to five drafts to arrive at this point, and I warn them that
in the work-a-day world they wouldn’t have this revisionary luxury. Yet in my
opinion, a writing course should afford students the space and time to work
through this oft-belabored revision process with an instructor who willingly
and patiently guides them. Similar to the sample student’s complaint about
advisement, if writing teachers do not allot time where students rehearse and
muddle through this revision process, where else might it happen?
In assessing the evolving rhetorical tactics and composing strategies
of their writing, students require “a teacher who will respect and respond to
his students, not for what they have done, but for what they may do; not for
what they have produced, but for what they may produce, if they are given
an opportunity to see writing as a process, not a product” (Murray, 2003,
p. 6). By introducing this point-accrual evaluation system, I have come to
better understand and more thoroughly appreciate the blurry line between
students achieving final products and the considerable trial-and-error
efforts they make when revising. Except for students who do not engage in
the revision process (and therefore, in my opinion, don’t engage in writing),
students reflect positively on this point-accrual system because of the
opportunities it affords them, the appraisals they receive, and the palpable
changes that they perceive in their writing abilities in one 15-week course.
For example, in project feedback, one student registers some frustration
but them recognizes growth: “I grew annoyed with you when you gave
me a 99 on my cover letter, which had one “to be” verb. On the bright side,
after all the hard work and tedious revisions, I learned how to do in-depth
drafting of my writing.” In another portfolio cover letter, a student writes,
“As a re-established reviser, I learned how to effectively use revision to make
my arguments clearer, strengthen the sentences in my writing, and remove
passive (‘to be’) verbs. As I learned the importance of revision, I emerged as
a clearer and effective writer over the course of the semester.” This student’s
neologism—“re-established reviser”—makes me smile and offers me a sense
of optimism that, with this point-accrual grading policy, I may proselytize
more converts into the convictions of revision.
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Notes
1. Here I conflate the ideas of Vygotsky (1978, p. 86) whose “zones of proximal development”
consider the conceivable distance between actual development and the level of potential
development with “contact zones” (coined by Pratt, 1991, p. 34) where interactions occur
between two different cultures (here, teachers/academia and students/learners). So, a “safe
contact of proximal development” signifies a space or situation where generative occasions of
potential development can be created by teachers and experienced by students.
2. I cringe further in imagining the oral justification that might accompany this grading procedure.
It might sound something like the following: “Well yes, Student X, you did receive As on three out
of four papers, but those essays were each only 10% of your grade; the final paper on which you
received a C- was 45% of your grade, and you didn’t have much class participation (25%). The
other 20% came from random quizzes taken during the semester, so by my calculations, you’ve
earned a C+, but I’ve decided to bump it up to a B-.” In my opinion, the quantum theorizing it
would take to calculate this grade and then the desk-side effort it would take to justify it to a
student seems an exercise in rhetorical mumbo jumbo plus applied mathematics rather than a
conducive discussion about language usage, literacy acquisition, and rhetorical finesse.
3. I initially used this grading method in my business writing courses with advanced undergraduate
and Master’s-level students, yet I have since applied it to my freshman-level composition
courses. The accumulation of points has helped incoming freshmen to adapt their “habitudes”
about revision quickly, thus improving their writing. Additionally, I work in an urban, public
institution with a large population of English Language Learners; seeing the slow but steady rise
of points on their redrafted papers gives these oft-unconfident writers the encouragement to
forge ahead through the labor of second-language acquisition. In my responses, these students
read where their writing improves as well as where they need to work more, and in their points
they recognize how their linguistic labors can have value.
4. It gives me great pleasure at the end of the semester when a student happily arrives at my office
door and thanks me for the A. I always respond, “Please, don’t blame me for your success.”
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Beyond “Giver-Receiver” Relationships:
Facilitating an Interactive Revision Process
Teaching Article
Elena Shvidko
Purdue University
Research has shown that in order to facilitate the development of students’
writing, teachers need to cultivate principles of effective feedback. However,
revision is a joint process, and for the maximum effectiveness of this process,
there should be more than just a giver-receiver relationship with the teacher
giving the information and the student receiving it. Instead, students should
be actively involved in the revision process by reflecting on and analyzing
their own writing and meaningfully responding to teacher feedback. This
teaching article describes a technique—Letter to the Reviewer—that facilitates
collaboration between the teacher and the student. A Letter to the Reviewer
is a memo that students attach to each draft, in which they provide a short
reflective note to their reviewer by identifying the strengths and weaknesses
of their draft and ask for specific feedback on certain elements of the draft.
The technique was implemented in two first-year composition classes for
multilingual writers in a large university in the Midwest. Teacher observations
of student work and students’ self-reports on this technique demonstrated
that the letters helped students approach their own writing more analytically,
ask the teacher and peers for focused feedback, engage in the collaborative
revision process, provide more specific feedback on their classmates’ writing,
prepare for writing conferences, and recognize the connection between
classroom instruction and their own writing.
Keywords: Feedback, Self-evaluation, Reflection, Revision, Writing
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“F

Introduction

eedback has long been regarded as essential for the development of
L2 writing skills, both for its potential for learning and for learner
motivation” (Hyland & Hyland, 2006, p. 83). Research suggests
that in order to make a positive influence on student writing development,
instructors should improve the efficacy of their comments and strive to
develop principles of effective feedback (Andrade & Evans, 2013; Ferris &
Hedgcock, 2014).
However, if the goal of writing instruction is learners’ “longterm improvement and cognitive change” (Reid, 1993, p. 229), simply
providing written feedback—no matter how good it is—is not enough.
Even the most insightful comments that a teacher leaves on a student’s
draft will hardly make any difference if the student doesn’t know how
to attend to them. On the other hand, when students are taught how to
effectively use teacher feedback, they develop awareness of their own
writing abilities (Gebhardt, 1980; Johns, 2006; Penaflorida, 2002), they
increase their analytical and reflective skills (Braine, 2003; Lundstrom
& Baker, 2009), and they eventually become better writers, who are able
to improve independently, without teacher guidance (Andrade & Evans,
2013; Benson, 2007; Evans Nachi, 2003; Ferris, 1995; Gebhardt, 1980;
Hyland, 2000; Milton, 2006).
The development of these skills is also supported by sociocultural
theory and its notion of Zone of Proximate Development1 (Vygotsky,
1978), which posits that through guided instruction and scaffolding
student writers learn to solve their problems independently and develop
autonomy in their writing (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; De Guerrero &
Villamil, 1994, 2000; Hyland, 2000). Furthermore, the benefits of selfreflection and metacognition are extensively addressed in the literature.
For example, research demonstrates that critical analysis and selfevaluation increase revising and analytical skills (Ferris & Hedgcock,
2014; Yancey, 1998), facilitate the sense of agency and engagement
(N. Sommers, 2013), enable the connection between writing classes
and future student academic and professional endeavors (Beaufort,
2007; Downs & Wardle, 2007), and, finally, help develop self-regulated
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writers (Andrade & Evans, 2013; Dörnyei, 2005). Similarly, research on
metacognition provides evidence of students’ better retention of material
(Wenden, 1998), increased motivation (Lamb, 2001), and learning
autonomy (Mizuki, 2003; Rivers, 2001).
The findings of these and other studies on self-reflection and
metacognition are widely applied in pedagogy. For example, some
instructors incorporate reflective or learning journals (e.g., Chirema,
2007; Lew & Schmidt, 2011; Mann, Gordon, & MacLeod, 2009; Moon,
1999; Thorpe, 2004) as a way of helping students develop their critical
thinking (Mann et al., 2009; Selfe, Petersen, & Nahrgang, 1986; Sidhu,
Kaur, & Fook, 2010) and problem-solving strategies (Moon, 1999) and
“enhancing students’ awareness of how and what they have learned” (Lew
& Schmidt, 2011, p. 540). Similarly, a portfolio-assessment approach
(e.g., Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000; Hirvela & Sweetland, 2005; Lam,
2013; Reynolds, 2000; Yancey, 1992) also includes a reflective component,
which requires students to “explain their learning, how portfolio entries
evolved, how entries compare to one another, and how writing has
enhanced their literacy skills” (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014, p. 218) and
helps them to “gain a deeper understanding of their performance and
abilities as writers” (Hirvela & Pierson, 2000, p. 113). Along the same
lines, some composition instructors also utilize a “process note” (Giles,
2010), “student-teacher memo” (J. Sommers, 1988), or “writer’s memo”
(J. Sommers, 1989) techniques, thereby encouraging students to analyze
and report on their ongoing writing processes.
Taking the benefits of reflective writing as a point of departure, writing
teachers should not only strive to provide useful feedback, but they should
also teach students to efficiently respond to this feedback. I believe that
revision is a collaborative process (e.g., Goldstein, 2005; Goldstein &
Conrad, 1990; Haneda, 2004; Hewings & Coffin, 2006; Patthey-Chavez &
Ferris, 1997; J. Sommers, 1985; N. Sommers, 2013; Villamil & De Guerrero,
2006; Weissberg, 2006) and that to maximize the effectiveness of this process
there should be more than just a giver-receiver relationship between the
teacher and the student—with the teacher giving the information and the
student receiving it. In other words, for better success, both the teacher and
the student should work collaboratively on the revision of a student’s paper.
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One of the ways to do this is to engage students in the reflection on and
analysis of their own writing.
Engaging students in the reflection and analysis of their own writing
can be achieved by inviting them to participate in a dialogue about their
writing (N. Sommers, 2013). Such a dialogue assumes an exchange
between the teacher and the student, in which they work collaboratively
on the revision of the student’s draft. One method to enable this dialogue
is to ask students to compose and submit a Letter to the Reviewer for each
draft they turn in.
I adapted the idea of Letter to the Reviewer from Dear Reader
letters described by Nancy Sommers (2013). A Letter to the Reviewer is
essentially a memo that students attach to each draft of an assignment, in
which they provide the reviewer (their teacher or their classmate) with a
short reflective note that identifies strengths and weaknesses of the draft
and asks the reviewer for specific feedback on certain elements of the draft.
The main purpose of these letters is to help students critically analyze their
drafts, meaningfully respond to the feedback received from the reviewer,
and foster an interactive revision process.

Study
Context
I implemented Letter to the Reviewer in two first-year composition
classes for multilingual writers that I taught in a large research university in
the Midwest. Both of these classes—fall semester 2013 and spring semester
2014—consisted of 15 students, primarily from China, with several students
from India, the Philippines, and South Korea. The students were advanced
English speakers and proficient writers in their native languages. However,
for the majority of them, their writing experiences in English were limited
to the composition of several short essays in high school English courses
in their home countries.2
The syllabus of the course was based on the series of four sequenced
writing assignments on a single subject of the student’s choice. The purpose
of this sequenced project was to help students improve their writing skills
by giving them the opportunity to develop each new writing assignment
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by building on the knowledge and experience gained from the previous
assignments (Leki, 1998). The writing assignments in the sequenced
project of the fall semester included a research proposal, a synthesis paper,
an interview report, and an argumentative paper; the spring semester’s
sequenced project consisted of a resource report, a research proposal, an
interview analysis, and a problem-solution paper.
Description of the Technique
Each writing assignment that the students developed over the course
of the semester required three drafts; therefore, for each paper, the students
submitted three Letters, each having a particular emphasis. Figure 1 shows
the order of the letters in the relation to the drafts the students submitted
for each writing assignment.

Figure 1. Draft submission and order of Letter to the Reviewer
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In the first Letter to the Reviewer, the students had to focus their
reflections on the higher-order concerns, such as rhetorical issues, content,
organization, and development. In order to help the students compose
their letters, I provided them with the following list of questions:
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are the strengths of your draft?
What are the weaknesses of your draft?
Does the draft have sufficient support or does it lack support?
Is the organization of the paper effective? Briefly explain.
What part of the draft is in most need of further work?
What would you like your reader to pay close attention to while 		
reading your draft?
• Are you expecting feedback on any particular elements of your 		
draft? If so, what are they?
The students were instructed not to be restricted by these questions, but
to use them as guidelines, rather than as a checklist, in constructing their
Letter to the Reviewer.
By giving the students the list of questions, I wanted to make sure their
letters were informative, focused, and specific. In other words, I wanted the
students to avoid broad and generally useless phrases such as “I corrected
a lot in this draft” or “I need to improve my grammar” or “I have lots of
weaknesses in this draft.” Since the experience was new to the students, I
gave them a few examples of effective (Figure 2) and less effective Letters to
the Reviewer (Figure 3) to further help them with their letters.
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Dear Reviewer,
My paper is about the negative influence of smart phones on students’
academic success. I think it’s a very important and also a current topic, as I
believe many students nowadays use smart phones too much, which can distract
them from their studies. The strength of my paper is the personal examples that
I used as evidence. However, this may also be the weakness of my draft because
I did not include other types of evidence, such as facts or statistics. I am still
trying to find more information to support my claim. I think that many of my
readers will disagree with my point of view, and that’s why I need to find more
convincing pieces of evidence to refute their arguments. So far, this is the most
difficult part of writing this paper.
I also think that I should expand my introduction to include more
discussion on the topic rather than jumping straight to my thesis. How can I
make my introduction more effective? Should I acknowledge both sides of the
issue to show my readers that I am being fair?
Thank you for your suggestions!
Sincerely,
Daniel Park
Figure 2. Example of an effective Letter to the Reviewer.
Dear Reviewer,
I improved a lot in this draft. I think my thesis is good now. Please help me
with grammar!!!
Sincerely,
Daniel Park
Figure 3. Example of an ineffective Letter to the Reviewer.

I made a rule for myself to read students’ Letter to the Reviewer before
providing my feedback. Only after I had become familiar with the content
of a student’s letter and the concerns raised in it did I read the draft and
respond to it. In my end remarks, I frequently referred to the requests
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or comments mentioned in students’ letters to let them know that I paid
particular attention to the certain elements of their writing identified
in their letters and responded to their requests. Thus, students’ requests
and my responses to their letters created reader-writer dialogues for each
writing assignment of the course.
After students submitted their first drafts and first Letter to the
Reviewer, I used the information provided in the Letter to write a
response to their drafts. In addition, each student received feedback from
a classmate as part of peer review. At the beginning of the semester, I
provided the students with a brief peer review training and encouraged
them to read their classmate’s Letter to the Reviewer before reading the
actual draft. These peer review activities were done in writing workshops,
during which the students received their classmate’s draft along with a
peer review worksheet that they filled out to provide their feedback. In
these worksheets, the students identified specific areas of the draft that
needed further revision. At the end of the workshop, students received
a worksheet from their peer reader and used it as guidance for their
subsequent revisions. These worksheets were also submitted along with
the second draft as a matter of accountability.
The second draft was revised based on the comments that the students
received from myself and their classmate. Accordingly, in the second Letter
to the Reviewer, students were instructed to evaluate the improvement they
made on their first draft and identify the areas that were revised based on
the feedback from classmates and myself. Additionally, in this letter the
students were advised to focus on the lower-order concerns in their paper,
such as grammar, word choice, mechanics, and documentation of sources.
The students were given the following prompts to guide them through this
reflective-evaluative process:
• Briefly identify the major revisions that you have made in this draft
based on the feedback that you received from your teacher and your
classmate.
• What difficulties did you encounter while revising this draft? What was
the most challenging part of revising this draft?
• What makes this draft stronger than the first one?
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• In what ways does this revised draft better fulfill the purpose of the
assignment than the first draft?
• What parts of this revised draft still need further work? Identify specific
problems that you feel need to be addressed.
• Are there any particular places in your draft you want your reader to
pay close attention to?
• Are there any language concerns (e.g., grammar, word choice) that you
would like your reader to help you with?
Because in the second Letter to the Reviewer the students were primarily
reporting on the revisions they made in their draft, reading their letters
prior to reading the drafts helped me pay more attention to the revised
parts, as well as have a better understanding of students’ perspectives on
their revision processes. In addition, the students had the opportunity to
further discuss their revisions during writing conferences, which were held
after the second drafts were submitted.
In their last Letter to the Reviewer—submitted with the final draft—
the students had to identify some of the major changes they had made
based on my feedback provided in the second draft. The students were also
instructed to analyze the overall effectiveness of their paper by pointing
out the major changes that were made throughout the composing and the
revising process from the beginning to the end. As in the case with the first
two letters, the students were given several prompts to respond to (with
some overlap with the first two letters’ prompts):
• Briefly identify the major revisions that you have made while composing
this final draft.
• What difficulties did you encounter while working on this paper?
• What makes this final draft stronger than the previous ones?
• What are the major strengths of this final draft?
• Are there any weaknesses in this draft you want your reader to be
aware of?
Similar to the second Letter to the Reviewer, reading the last Letter helped
me focus on the changes the students made in the draft as well as see the
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entire revision process from students’ perspectives. Letter to the Reviewer
was implemented in all writing assignments of the course and was included
in the grading rubric for the final drafts (i.e., the students could lose points
for submitting Letter to the Reviewer that lacked analysis and reflection).
Data Collection
This experiment, conducted in both of my composition classes, was
primarily done to improve my own teaching and thus can be defined as
action research (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988), which is described in the
literature as “practically motivated,” “context-specific,” “process-oriented,”
and “cyclical” (Mackey & Gass, 2012, p. 63). The study followed a fourstep model proposed by Kemmis and McTaggart (1988): planning, action,
observation, and reflection. Accordingly, on the initial stage of the study,
I did necessary planning, such as creating questions for Letter to the
Reviewer and developing my own understanding of how this idea would
be implemented in the courses. During the action and observation stages,
I gathered data through my personal observations of student work and
through students’ comments about Letter to the Reviewer that they provided
in reflective journals upon the completion of each writing assignment.
In addition, some students also commented on Letter to the Reviewer in
their final class evaluation. Finally, the last stage—reflection—included the
evaluation of my observations, the analysis of students’ comments, and the
comparison of individual students’ letters over the course of the semester.

Discussion
My own observations of and reflections on student work, along with
the students’ comments about Letter to the Reviewer allowed me to identify
a number of benefits of this teaching technique. As a disclaimer, I must
say that the outcomes described below should be considered the results of
my own understanding and analysis of the observed action, as no formal
procedures were deployed to measure these benefits.
Meeting Students’ Needs
Because Letter to the Reviewer often contained questions about the
concepts that the students did not fully understand or needed more help
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with, I was able to identify the most common concerns—the ones that
appeared in several letters—and thereby adjust my lessons to address these
concerns. This, I believe, helped me provide meaningful instruction to
better meet the students’ needs. For example, in their letters for one of
the course writing assignments—an interview report—several students
addressed their difficulty in appropriately integrating quotations. Another
time, a few students asked me in their letters to help them with essay-level
transitions. These concerns served as guidance for my lessons, in which I
also used students’ drafts to address these issues.
Providing the Appropriate Amount of Feedback
From my pedagogical experience I learned that different students need
different amounts of feedback. Some may perceive teacher comments as
overwhelming, while others complain about insufficient feedback. It is
definitely not easy to provide the appropriate amount of feedback. Letter to
the Reviewer could, to a certain extent, give me a better grasp of the quantity
of comments that the students expected from me. One student, for example,
attached a very detailed letter to every draft she wrote over the course of
the semester. In her letters, she would provide in bulleted paragraphs a list
of concerns she had about her draft, ask particular questions about certain
sentences or words, and she would also reply to my feedback given in the
previous draft. In addition, she would bring my attention to the parts of the
draft where revisions were made, asking whether or not her revisions were
appropriate; finally, she would direct my attention to the highlighted parts
in the draft where she needed further help. This student, I knew, expected
detailed and comprehensive feedback on her writing.
Helping Students Become Reflective Readers
By being engaged in the systematic analysis of their own drafts, the
students became more attentive and reflective readers. For example, by
midterm, I noticed that during peer review activities, the students were
able to provide more insightful comments on each other’s drafts. Their
feedback became more specific and less isolated from classroom lessons.
Eventually, the peer review activities became more meaningful because
the students learned to be open to their classmates’ comments and
receive them not as personal attacks or as pointers of their wrongs but as
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instructive suggestions for further reflection and revision. Consider the
following student’s comment: “I was always afraid to judge other papers. I
didn’t know how to give feedback to my classmates. Writing my Letters to
the Reviewer helped me to understand the importance of feedback, and I
think I can give better suggestions now than before.”
Fostering Collaborative Revision
Each assignment included three Letters to the Reviewer as well as my
responses to the letters and further guidance for the next draft, which
allowed the students and me to establish a continuous correspondence
during the revision process. Thus, revision became a collaborative effort,
a mutual process, in which the students and I were partners. Although
this process obviously maintained my supervising role as teacher, the
students were no longer the mere receivers of my instructions, directions,
or guidelines and instead became active participants in this dialogue by
reflecting, analyzing, asking, and revising.
Helping Students Become Reflective Writers
Because the students were engaged in the systematic analysis of each
draft produced in the course, they were gradually developing the ability
to analyze and reflect on their own writing. This was evidenced by the
specificity and elaborated nature of the letters they composed later in the
semester. For example, instead of asking me to help them with organization,
they would indicate the lack of strong discourse-level transitions or the
incoherence in paragraph structures. Moreover, some students proposed
their own suggestions on how to improve their writing.
Guiding Students Through the Revision Process
As I anticipated, in the letters submitted with the first draft of the earlier
writing assignments, many students commented on or asked questions
about their grammar. The following statements were not uncommon:
“Having some grammar mistakes might be my weak point of this paper”
or “Please help me with my grammar” or “I think my sentences are not
correct.” However, on early drafts, teachers are encouraged to “primarily
assist writers in revising content and addressing the writing task” (Ferris
& Hedgcock, 2014, p. 249). Accordingly, in my response to their letter
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attached to the first draft, I would normally comment on rhetorical
issues, content, and organization and let the students know that sentence
structure, spelling, and word choice would be the matter of discussion for
the second draft. Eventually, the students paid more attention to the higher
order concerns at the initial step of the revision process and left languagerelated issues to the latter stages of the process.
Helping Students Prepare for One-On-One Writing Conferences
For both of my courses, one-on-one teacher-student conferences were
held after their second drafts were submitted (see Figure 1). Because the
students identified their drafts’ strengths and weaknesses as well as asked
specific questions in their Letter to the Reviewer, they were able to better
point out for themselves certain aspects of their writing that needed to
be addressed during the conference, so most of them would come with
a specific agenda to each conference. In their reflections, many students
commented that these one-on-one conferences were one of the most
helpful and productive elements of the course.
Increasing Students’ Motivation
Students knew their revision efforts were taken seriously because of
my responses to the questions in their Letter to the Reviewer as well as
my comments on the issues raised in their letters. In addition, since Letter
to the Reviewer required students’ “reflection on and critical analysis of
their own writing” (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014, p. 262), the awareness of
their own writing skills increased from draft to draft. This, I believe, had a
positive impact on students’ confidence and self-esteem. To illustrate, one
student from the spring course stated, “I am so inspired and motivated
now because I learned how to evaluate my own writing, and this is very
useful for my future study in college.”
Connecting Lessons With Student Writing
Oftentimes, students’ letters contained statements that evidenced
their understanding of the concepts introduced in class. Here are some
examples of such statements: “I used the turnabout type of introduction
that you taught in class,” “I tried to connect my paragraphs how you
showed us,” “To support my argument, I only provided two types of
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evidences from the handout, so I think I need more.” These comments
indicate that the students learned to apply the knowledge acquired in
class to their own writing. Letter to the Reviewer also gave the students
opportunities to ask questions about something they did not understand
from the lesson. The following students’ comments are cases in point:
“I am still confused about the in-text citations,” “I don’t know if I
introduced the quotes correctly. It’s hard for me,” “Do I need to write
a thesis statement for every paragraph?” Some students seemed to feel
more comfortable asking clarification questions related to their writing
in their Letter to the Reviewer than in class.

Applications
Overall, I believe the Letter to the Reviewer technique implemented
in my first-year composition classes for multilingual writers was effective,
as it involved the students in the revision of their drafts, which in turn
allowed them to better understand the purpose and the function of
teacher feedback. Although I initially anticipated encountering some
students’ resistance to the amount of reflections required by Letter to the
Reviewer, in general they seemed to favor this technique and understand
its value.
I was satisfied with the outcomes of the implementation of this
approach, and I encourage teachers to try using Letter to the Reviewer
in their own classes. Certainly, as in any action research, the outcomes
of this study are “specific to a particular classroom at a specific point
in time” (Mackey & Gass, 2012, p. 64). However, the simplicity and
flexibility of this technique makes it possible for writing instructors
to use it in various teaching contexts with different populations of
learners, including both English as a Second Language (ESL) and
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts, first-language (L1) and
mixed first-language/second language (L1/L2) classes, and foreign
language classrooms. I also believe that with ample scaffolding, teachers
can adapt and apply this technique to classrooms with beginning-level
writers. Finally, although I trust that students in any writing course
should learn to reflect on their writing process, a Letter to the Reviewer
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approach can be particularly valuable in courses that implement the
process approach to teaching writing.
Finally, the Letter to the Reviewer approach can be further investigated
in future research. Despite some valuable practical outcomes that have
emerged from the implementation of this technique, I did not seek to
examine the connection between students’ letters and the improvement
of their writing. Indeed, the ultimate goal of any writing course is to help
students develop their composition skills and improve the quality of their
writing. Therefore, future research could investigate the link between the
Letter to the Reviewer technique and students’ gains in writing proficiency.

Notes
1. A Zone of Proximate Development is “the distance between the actual developmental level
as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more
capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).
2. In their first assignment—a writer’s autobiography—the students described their writing
experience both in their native language and in English.
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eer Pressure, Peer Power: Theory and Practice in Peer Review and
Response for the Writing Classroom ($38.00 in paperback; 296 pages)
compiles research and theory articles from a wide assortment of
scholars interested in peer review, an area of research that, according to
the editors, is woefully underdeveloped, despite being “a ubiquitous feature
of the composition classroom” (Lawson Ching, p. 15). As such, this book
provides valuable insights into theories and research-based pedagogical
suggestions to increase the effectiveness of peer review in various contexts.
With the aim of keeping this review concise, I will not address each article
featured in this book, and will cite individual articles only by author name
with the page number for direct quotes. This in no way is intended to act as
a slight toward those chapters that aren’t included; each chapter contributes
to the larger discourse in meaningful ways and warrants attention.
Peer Pressure, Peer Power is presented in four sections, “Theory toward
an Informed Practice,” “Practice Complicates Theory,” ”Critical Reflection
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on Theory and Practice,” and “Tips and Tools toward Productive Peer
Review and Response.” The articles in the book rely on the gold standards
of composition theory, such as Nancy Sommers’ Responding to Student
Writing and, of course, Kenneth Bruffee’s Collaborative Learning and the
‘Conversation of Mankind’, theories that won’t be restated here. Suffice it
to say that the research methodologies and questions that prompted the
studies seem to be robust and valid.
The editors and authors in this book come from a wide range of
backgrounds and practices, including composition, writing centers, WAC/
WID, and other practitioners of different levels, resulting in a rather broad
scope. For instance, topics range from instructor-led group conferences;
multimodal peer review; authority concerns in peer response; communitybased assessment and peer review; peer review in writing intensive,
discipline-specific content courses; and various approaches to ensuring
quality peer review such as using rubrics or tables, or emphasizing training.
I appreciated that the articles in this book targeted specific aspects of peer
review in various, narrow contexts, rather than relying on overly general
approaches, even though this may limit the generalizability of some of
the results and implications emphasized, and general practitioners may
struggle to relate to or apply all of the various suggestions, given their
different contexts.
I also appreciated the authentic attitude many of the authors held
toward the very complex interactions between individual students, peer
review approaches, and varying theories of peer review. Authors tended to
“complicate and enrich theoretical notions of what it means to collaborate,
teach and learn in [peer review] situations” (p. 61) rather than relying on
or presenting oversimplifications. For example, one chapter discusses the
issues surrounding power and authority in the classroom regarding peer
reviews, noting that peer review is often utilized as a way of preventing
issues of teacher appropriation of student texts. However, as Lawson Ching
claims, “[f]or scholars…to posit that student-only groups have autonomy
is less an effacement of authority than it is a masking of an authority that
is always present” (p. 26), indicating that teachers need to be aware of the
influence their authority maintains, despite the perceived relinquishing of
authority in peer response.
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As a writing instructor who regularly employs peer review/response in
a variety of contexts with students of a variety of backgrounds, including
many multilingual students, I was quite eager to get my hands on this book
and see what theory and research propose about maintaining effective peer
review practices. Anecdotally, I have observed that students frequently
start the term dreading peer review as they have had poor experiences with
it or it has been perceived to be a waste of time in the past, but I generally
note a shift in reported attitudes via student reflections resulting in an
appreciation for the collaboration and additional feedback that peer review
affords. I found myself agreeing with many of the pedagogical implications
afforded by the articles in the book, and noted that many of my approaches
to peer review were seconded by these scholars. For example, I have
past experience directing peer tutoring programs with hired tutors and
frequently use materials developed there in my own composition classes to
help guide peer review activities. Rysdam and Johnson-Shull, in their book
chapter, recommend that “specific response skills taught to tutors can and
should be taught to all writers and should frame the basis for peer review”
(p. 86), and they provide some concrete suggestions and resources to help
guide such training.
While this collection provides a nice snapshot of research and theory
focused on peer review across a wide range of environments, there were
some aspects that could have been improved. For example, while one chapter
addressed peer review in discipline-specific writing intensive courses,
it only investigated three disciplines: psychology, history, and English
literature, disciplines that are frequently connected to the humanities in
which writing and negotiation in writing may be more valued than other,
more STEM-based fields. Addressing other disciplines would be very
helpful. Also, as someone who primarily works with multilingual students
from a variety of backgrounds, I was somewhat distraught to see only one
chapter directly addressing interactions between multilingual students and
their native English-speaking peers. In the increasingly diverse classes we
teach today, we need both more concrete pedagogical implications for and
research on ways to foster effective peer review in mixed group settings.
This collection would have been a good opportunity to encourage more of
such research.
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Finally, as one who values the formatting and presentation of information
as an important component of effective rhetorical communication, I would
be remiss if I didn’t comment on the woeful lack of coherent visual rhetoric
on the cover of this book. The jarring combination of bright greens and
purples with six different fonts on the front alone do not do this book any
favors. Also, obtaining a copy may be tricky; the book is hard to find on
the Fountainhead press website (it is part of the X Series for Professional
Development under the English tab). However, despite these relatively
minor issues, Peer Pressure, Peer Power is a meaningful addition to my
bookshelf. I appreciated the theory-based research and suggestions to
improve peer review, and I look forward to implementing peer review
more effectively in my classes.
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